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IAbstract
This study explored the possibility that children's 
cognitive representations of self (as operationalized by 
measures of self-esteem) mediate the well-documented 
relationship between the social competence of children in 
familial and in peer contexts. Sociometric ratings, teacher 
ratings of peer-group behavior, and self-esteem data were 
collected for each student in eight 4th and 5th grade 
classrooms. Seventy-seven of these students were randomly 
selected for further participation and the Family Environment 
Scale was administered by phone to their parents. 
Characteristics of the family environment were related both 
to children's peer-peer competence and to their self-concepts; 
however, children's self-concepts were only related to peer 
competence when teacher ratings and net when peer ratings of 
acceptance were used. Limited support was generated for the 
hypothesis that children's cognitive representations of self 
mediate between their competence in familial and peer 
contexts.
Family Environment, Self-esteem,
Behavioral Ratings, and Peer Acceptance:
Looking for Links
The importance of the contextualization of social 
behavior has gained increased recognition (Parke et al., 1989) 
as have the benefits of examining individuals in relation to 
those around them, rather than as independent agents. In the 
past, the study of individuals in social settings has been 
restricted to familial relationships. More recently, however, 
social relationships outside the family circle have also been 
considered.
Of all non-familia! social contexts, children's peer-peer 
relationships have received the most attention. The 
importance of children's peer-peer relationships, especially in 
regard to peer-peer competence and peer acceptance and 
rejection, is evident when one considers the fact that the 
quality of these relationships can predict the potential for 
criminality and for overall life satisfaction.
In an attempt to understand and possibly gain some 
control over the nature and quality of children's peer-peer 
relationships, the focus of research has shifted to factors that 
may be responsible, at least in part, for the overall level of 
peer-peer competence that children achieve. To date, the most 
significant correlate of peer-peer competence is the quality of
3the relationships that children have with their parents. The 
following aspects of parent-child relationships have been 
studied: attachment, parental interaction styles, and parental
roles that may influence a child's social interactions.
Research in each of these three areas has repeatedly 
demonstrated that there is a relationship between social 
competence of children in familial and peer settings.
Research has centered around three explanations for this 
consistency: 1) the presence of genetically pre-determined 
characteristics in the child, 2) the opportunity to learn and 
practice specific interactional techniques in the home setting 
which can later be employed in the peer setting, and 3) the 
acquisition of cognitive models which may influence behavior 
in both settings. The third explanation, which involves 
representational cognitive models, including models of the 
self, is the most complex and complete explanation for the 
correlation found in the cross-context competence of children. 
The latter two issues will be addressed in the current study.
Because evidence for the importance of peer-peer 
competence is so great, researchers have tried to delineate the 
factors on which peer-peer competence may depend. With the 
identification of such factors, development of effective 
interventions to improve children's peer relationships may be
4possible, and with them, the means to reduce some of the 
negative outcomes of peer rejection.
The Importance of Peer-Peer Competence 
The importance of peer-peer competence in children, 
which is accompanied by peer acceptance and strong peer-peer 
relationships, is unquestionable. It is apparent that these 
relationships have the power to enhance a child's life by 
providing pleasure, dimensionality, and opportunities, as well 
as social and emotional support. Studies have shown, however, 
that the effects of a child's social status could have more of 
an impact on the child's well-being than previously imagined. 
Piaget (1932), Mead (1934), and Sullivan (1953) all accorded 
"child-child interaction a central place in facilitating 
children's development" (Parker & Asher, 1987, p. 357) and 
there seems to have been a recent rediscovery of that position. 
Today, it is a common assumption that peer-peer interaction in 
children is necessary for socialization of aggressive impulses 
(Hartup, 1978) and for social, cognitive (Shantz, 1983), and 
sex role (Fagot, 1977) development. Johnson (1980) went as 
far as to say, "Experiences with peers are not superficial 
luxuries to be enjoyed by some students and not by others. 
Student-student relationships are an absolute necessity for 
healthy cognitive and social development and socialization" 
(p.125).
5The absence of peer-peer relationships often seen in 
rejected children can be responsible for loneliness, a low 
degree of socialization, and for deficits in the social, 
cognitive, moral, linguistic and sex role development of the 
child. This may be related to the fact that low-accepted 
children are relatively deprived of opportunities to learn 
adaptive modes of social behavior and social cognition, which 
leaves them more vulnerable to later life problems (Parker, & 
Asher, 1987).
"Later-life problems” which have been studied in relation 
to early peer rejection include the incidence of school 
drop-outs, of dangerous and aggressive behavior, of criminal 
behavior, and of adult psychopathology, all of which have been 
found to exceed the incidences among people who were not 
rejected as children.
Every follow-back study, for example, has found high 
school drop-outs to have histories of low levels of peer 
acceptance (Amble, 1967; Bowman & Matthews. 1960; Kuhlen & 
Collister, 1952; Lambert, 1972; Ullmann, 1957; Parker &
Asher, 1987). Follow-up studies have shown similar results 
(Gronlund & Holmlund, 1958; Barclay, 1966; Janes,
Hesselbrock, Meyers, & Penniman, 1979), even when possible 
confounding factors such as sex, race and achievement are 
controlled (Kupersmidt, 1983). Follow-back evidence (Conger
6& Miller, 1966; M. Roff, 1961) has also linked criminal 
offenders to a history of pervasive and persistent peer 
rejection, while follow-up analyses (M. Roff, 1975; J.D. Roff & 
Wirt, 1984, and Janes et al., 1979) have discovered that same 
link from a predictive point of view.
Finally, adult psychopathology has been linked to early 
peer group rejection in a number of studies (Flemming & Ricks, 
1970; Frazee, 1953; Ricks & Berry, 1970; M. Roff, 1957, 1960, 
1963; Warnken & Siess, 1965; Cowen, Pederson, Babijian, Izzo, 
& Trost, 1973; Rolf, Knight, & Wertheim, 1976), Follow-up 
analyses have also linked psychopathology to early peer 
rejection (Robin, 1966; Janes et. al., 1979; John, Mednick, & 
Schulsinger, 1982; J.D. Roff and Wirt, 1984), however, the 
results of such studies have been mixed and the supporting 
evidence has been relatively weak.
As can be seen, the notion that early peer acceptance is 
vital to a child's adaptive development along a number of 
dimensions and that the absence of such acceptance increases 
the likelihood of later-life maladaptation is extremely 
pervasive in the social development literature. This premise 
often serves as the chief reason behind the growing interest in 
the identification of the social skills upon which adequate 
peer acceptance is based (Hartup, 1983; Putallaz & Gottmann, 
1981, 1983).
7Although a great deal of attention has been given to the 
description of social skills that distinguish children of varying 
levels of social acceptance, less is known about the 
antecedents of these skills. To date, the most significant 
correlate of peer-peer competonce is the quality of the 
relationships that children have with their parents.
Examination of this correlation at this time is in keeping with 
the recent recognition of the need to study the links between 
the various social worlds of children (MacDonald, & Parke, 
1984).
Parent-Child Relationships as Correlates 
of Peer-Peer Ccmoetence
Three aspects of parent-child relationships have been 
studied with some frequency. Two of these aspects,
1) attachment, and 2) the child-rearing and interactional 
styles of parents are well-established research traditions. 
Evidence indicates that there are links between parent-child 
relationships and peer-peer competence. The third aspect 
focuses on various roles assumed by parents. This approach 
has also offered some promising evidence and may be yet 
another channel by which social competence in the two 
settings is related.
XAttachment
Attachment is the most established and well-studied 
aspect of the parent-child relationship. Traditionally, 
attachment has focused solely on the mother-infant dyad 
(Arend, Gove. & Sroufe, 1979; Easterbrooks & Lamb, 1979; 
Pastor, 1981; Waters, Wippman, & Sroufe, 1979), however, 
more recent work has been extended to include fathers and 
children of varying ages. In studies relating the level of 
parent-child attachment to their child's social adaptation 
within his or her peer group, children who form secure 
attachment relationships are consistently found to be more 
socially competent in a peer setting, regardless of the 
demographics of the subjects (Sroufe. 1979).
With this link between the parent-child and peer social 
systems well established, there has been an effort to identify 
the specific attributes that a child derives from secure 
parent-child relationships that may relate to peer-peer 
competence. Some of the qualities and skills found in children 
judged to have secure attachments to their parents are social 
competence, a greater degree of smiling and affect sharing 
with their peers (Waters, Wippman, & Sroufe, 1979), less 
demonstration of negative affect, larger circles of friends 
(Sroufe, 1983), and the ability to enhance social interaction 
(Sroufe, Schork, Frosso, Lawroski, & LaFreniere, 1984).
yIn spite of the evidence in support of the relationship 
between parent-child attachment and peer-peer competence 
and the identification of several specific qualities which are 
consistently found in well-attached and socially competent 
children, one critical question remains unanswered: Exactly 
what is it that is linking success in one social system with 
success in a separate social system? Modern attachment 
theorists (Main Kaplan, & Cassidy, 1985) have proposed that 
parent-child interaction allows children to develop internal 
working models of situations which can then be generalized 
across a variety of settings, including the peer setting. In 
their article, Main, Kaplan, and Cassidy (1985) 
reconceptualized attachment as representation. This approach 
is widely used in current cross-context research and will soon 
be discussed further.
Parental Interaction Styles
A second research tradition examines the relationship 
between particular child rearing styles (Baumrind, 1973; 
Hoffman, 1960) or parental interaction styles (MacDonald & 
Parke, 1984; Parke, MacDonald, Beitel & Bhavnagri, 1987; 
Putallaz, 1987; Parke et al., 1989) and the level of peer-peer 
competence that children reach. Evidence suggests that both 
mother's and father's behaviors are related to children's social 
competence (Baldwin, 1948; Hoffman, 1961; Winder & Ran, 
1962), however, definite differences in interaction styles used
by mothers and fathers are consistently found. Mother's play, 
for example, is generally smoother, less arousing, and more 
verbal than is a father's play, which is characterized as 
arousing, physical, and unpredictable (Lamb, 1977; MacDonald 
& Parke, 1984; Power and Parke, 1982).
In addition to the individual parental behaviors that 
correlate with social competence in children, there are more 
genera! characteristics that consistently appear in both the 
familial interactions and the peer-peer interactions or 
socially accepted children. For example, parents of popular 
children are able to maintain engagement with their children 
for a relatively long period of time (Parke, et al„ 1989); these 
children have also been found to be able to maintain 
interaction for longer periods with their peers (Dodge, 1983). 
On the whole, popular children, and their parents, tend to be 
less controlling and more willing to adapt to new situations 
both in familial and peer contexts. Rejected children, on the 
other hand, tend to be as assertive and directive with their 
peers as their parents seem to be with them (Coie & Dodge, 
1983; Coie & Kupersmidt, 1983).
Parental Roles
Only a small portion of the existing literature is 
invested in a third aspect of parent-child relationship which is 
thought affect a child's social life: the parent's role as
"manager of the child’s environment" (Parke, et al.. 1989 
(p.66); Hartup, 1979; Parke, 1978). In this role, parents have a 
much more direct means of influence.
Parke et al. (1989) have proposed two different roles 
which are characterized by broad sets of activities in which 
parents may or may not be engaged. In the first role,
"facilitator (arranger) of social contact" (Parke et al., 1989; 
p. 67), parents have the potential to provide their children 
with opportunities for peer-peer interaction. Their choice of 
residence (which could be. for example, a neighborhood with 
access to other children, a retirement community, or the 
isolation of country life), the provision of opportunities to 
participate in activities with other children (such as clubs, 
sports teams, or pre-school classes), and the arrangement of 
access to peers (by means of scheduling and chauffeuring to 
social events.) (Berg & Medrich, 1980; Parke & Bhavnagri,
1988; Rubin & Sloman, 1984) each influence the level of social 
competence reached by their children. In their second role, 
"educator" or "coach,” parents can give advice and support 
regarding successful management of peer relationships as well 
as supervise peer-peer interactions and aid in their initiation 
and maintenance.
Directionality in this linkage is, at least in part, much 
more clear than in those linkages discussed previously. In this
case, it can readily be observed that parental behaviors 
directly influence the peer-peer interaction of their children. 
Such a simple conclusion should be made only with caution, 
however. It is probable, for example, that a parent's decision 
to accept or reject a particular role relies heavily on the level 
of interaction of which their child is capable and with which 
their child is comfortable. In turn, that level may be dictated 
by any number of factors, including the inherent nature of the 
chiid, the level at which the child's peers interact, and the 
level of interaction at which the child's parents believe the 
child should be. In short, although it can safely be assumed 
that influence is from the behavior of the parents to that of 
the child, bidirectionality can not be ruled out.
Causality is a second issue surrounding the link between 
the direct action parents may take to influence their children's 
social lives and the social success of those children. For the 
sake of simplicity, only the parents’ influence on the social 
competence of their children will be considered. However, 
even with this limited view, causality remains a question. It 
is unlikely that the provision of opportunities and parental 
advice alone could make a child competent. But then what are 
the factors that cause children with facilitating and educating 
parents to have a higher degree of peer acceptance than do 
children of parents who, for whatever reason, do not assume
U
those roles? One possibility is that communication of a 
parent's social values and attitudes accompanies the 
acceptance or rejection of specific roles on the part of the 
parent. It is this transfer of ideas which is important 
because, once they are adopted by children, they can dictate 
how those children think about themselves and about their 
relationships with others.
Theories About the Stability of Social Competence
Across Settings
As is evident, the identification of family conditions 
that correlate with peer-peer competence in children has 
received attention and has been attempted with some success. 
Conditions such as secure attachments, specific parental 
behavioral styles and attributes, and a number of roles that 
may be assumed by parents as they act as "manager of their 
child's (social) environment" (Parke, et al., 1989 (p. 66) have 
been positively linked to social success in children. There is 
now a need to study and understand the mechanisms 
responsible for linkages between these contexts (i.e. between 
family and peer settings). To date, most studies geared 
toward the identification of such mechanisms have been guided 
by one of the three theories that now dominate the field. The 
first of these theories proposes that genetically 
predetermined tendencies of the child are responsible for
dictating the child's behavior in both settings. From past 
work, it seems that individual differences in children could be 
among many factors that may have some influence on the 
child's social competence. Their effects seem small, however, 
and they may only by apparent in their determination of the 
amount of influence that specific environmental factors will 
have. The remaining two theories each assume that there is a 
transfer of skills and/or ideas from setting to setting via the 
child. These theories assume the direction of influence to be 
from the family to the peer group and this assumption will not 
be directly evaluated in this study.
The Learning and Practicing of Specific Behaviors
The possibility that parent-child interaction provides 
opportunities for a child to learn, rehearse, and refine a set of 
specific social skills which can later be used in the successful 
management of peer-peer interaction has been the basis for a 
second body of research also aimed at determining the 
parent-peer-group link. Such studies have generally focused 
on the identification of those specific social skills (which 
have been found to include the ability to initiate and maintain 
interactions, resolve conflicts, regulate arousal and affect, 
and properly decode and encode social and emotional signals.)
Initiation of interaction, maintenance of interaction and 
conflict resolution have been shown to be necessary for
successful social interaction in all contexts (including both 
the family and the peer group.) At the same time, the 
attainment of these skills has been shown to correlate 
directly with the opportunities a child has to learn, rehearse, 
and refine them (Asher, Renshaw, & Hymel, 1982). These 
findings support the theory that the mastering of specific 
social skills occurs in the home setting.
The ability to regulate arousal is a vital feature of 
social competency that is often deficient in rejected children 
(Parke, et a l . 1989). Because successful parent-child physical 
play depends on this skill, it has been hypothesized to develop 
by a combination of trial-and-error learning and modelling 
during attempts at maintaining parent-child play. Due to the 
dependence of social competency on arousal regulation and the 
dependence of arousal regulation on parent-child play, 
parent-child play is an aspect of parent-child relationships 
that is critical to the child's level of social competency.
A child's ability to decode the emotional signals of 
social partners and to utilize his or her own affective displays 
for communication and the recreation of the social behaviors 
of others has been related to the sociometric status of the 
child in several separate studies (Field & Walden, 1982; Parke, 
et al., 1989; Edwards, Manstead & MacDonald, 1984; Buch,
1975, 1977). A recent study by the Parke team (Parke, et al.,
1989) supports the importance of parent-child play as a 
potential context for either learning and/or rehearsing and 
refining those skills. A previous study (Carson, Burks & Parke, 
1987) also found strong evidence supporting the theory that 
parent-child play is the context in which at least some of a 
child's social skills are learned. In their study, parents and 
children within a family were consistently able to recognize 
each other's emotional displays, regardless of the sociometric 
status of the child. Interestingly, when those same encodings 
were evaluated by objective raters, those produced by children 
who had been rated as popular with their peers were more 
recognizable than were the encodings of less-accepted 
children. The specificity of the affective signals within 
families supports the notion that parent-child interactions are 
largely responsible for children's acquisition of at least this 
particular type of social skill.
Self-esteem: A Possible Mediating Link Between Family and 
Peer Systems
An alternative way of conceptualizing the impact of the 
family's influence on peer-peer relationships is to consider 
the possibility that the family may influence children's 
cognitive representations of self (as reflected in their level of 
self-esteem), which, in turn, may alter children's 
relationships with their peers. This is an indirect or mediated
model in contrast to a direct effects model. In this section 
the prior research on the familial antecedents of self-esteem 
as well as earlier work on the relationships between 
self-esteem and peer relations will be reviewed.
Several different aspects of the family environment have 
been found to influence children's self-esteem. Parental 
nurturance and family cohesion (Buri, 1989; Roopnarine &
Honig, 1985; Streitmatter & Jones, 1982) and family-member 
expressiveness (Buri,1988; Streitmatter & Jones, 1982), for 
example, have been found to correlate positively with 
children's self-esteem, while organization and rigidity in 
families (Buri, 1988; Kawash, Kerr, & Clewes, 1985) and high 
levels of parental control (Buri, 1989; Buri, Louiselle,
Misukanis, & Mueller, 1988; Coie & Dodge, 1983; Coie & 
Kupersmidt, 1983; Kawash et al., 1985; Roopnarine & Honig, 
1988) correlate negatively with that same measure.
Research (Bolvin & Begin, 1989; Chiu, 1987; Coopersmith, 
1967; Walker & Greene, 1986) has also found a relationship 
between children's overall self-esteem and the degree to 
which they are accepted by their peers. While few of these 
studies have dealt with the issue of directionality, work by 
Bohrnstedt and Felson (1983) has given support to models in 
which self-esteem affects perceptions of popularity rather 
than those in which reverse or reciprocal effects are posited.
In addition, Roopnarine and Honig (1985) imply that peer 
acceptance is a function of self-esteem by suggesting the 
enhancement of children’s self-esteem as a means of 
improving their social status. The data linking peer 
competence to self-esteem suggest that the attitudes that 
children adopt at home-particulariy those regarding self- 
may help determine the level of competence that the children 
achieve outside of the home.
Current Research
With the relationships between parent-child and
peer-peer competence, between family environment and
self-esteem, and between self-esteem and peer acceptance
established, the current study has been designed to expand the
scope of previous work by investigating the interrelationships
between all of these variables in a single design. Different
aspects of the family environment, children’s cognitive
representations (as operationalized by measures of \
self-esteem), and the quality of children's peer-peer 
relationships have been assessed. In addition, behavioral 
attributes of the children have been rated by their teachers.
In the assessment of the family setting, parental 
self-report questionnaires were used to rate five different 
characteristics of the home environment: cohesion,
expressiveness, conflict, organization, and control. Cohesion
represents nurturance, or the degree of commitment, help, and 
support family members provide for one another; 
expressiveness represents communication and encouragement 
to act openly and to express feelings directly; conflict 
represents the amount of openly expressed anger, aggression, 
and conflict among family members; organization represents 
rigidity, or the importance of clear organization and structure 
in planning family activities and responsibilities; control 
represents the extent to which set rules and procedures are 
used to run family life.
Past research has shown children from families high in 
cohesiveness and expressiveness but low in organization and 
control to have more favorable self-concepts than children 
from families low in cohesion and expressiveness and high in 
organization and control. It is likely that the present study 
will yield similar results with regard to these variables. It is 
also likely that children with families low in conflict will 
show greater self-esteem and peer-group competence than 
will children from families high in conflict. Although this 
relationship has not been studied directly, past work has 
linked both depression and learned helplessness to family 
conflict (Cummings & Cummings, 1988). In addition, the 
hypothesis has an intuitive basis; Families high in conflict 
will probably not show a great deal of family cohesion and
nuturance, both of which are characteristic of families whose 
children have high self-esteem. Past research has also linked 
children's overall self-esteem and the degree to which they 
are accepted by their peers. It is expected that the results of 
the present study will be consistent with these findings and a 
positive correlation between the two will be found.
Two models relating family and peer systems can be 
proposed from the established relationships between family 
environment, peer acceptance, and self-esteem. The first 
model links the family environment and children's peer peer 
relationships directly. In the second model, however, the 
effects of family environment on children's peer-peer 
relationships are mediated by the children's cognitive 
representations of self (as indexed by self-esteem.) From 
these proposed models, the following hypotheses have been 
generated:
1. Family cohesion and family expressiveness 
will each be positively correlated with children's acceptance 
by their peers.
2. Family organization, family control, and family 
conflict will each be negatively correlated with children's 
acceptance by their peers.
3. Family cohesion and family expressiveness 
will each be positively correlated with children's self-esteem.
4. Family organization, family control, and family 
conflict will each be negatively correlated with children's 
self-esteem.
5. Children's self-esteem will be positively 
correlated with their acceptance by their peers.
6. The direct effects model suggests that 
different characteristics of the family environment 
(i.e. cohesion, expressiveness, organization, control, and 
conflict) affect children's peer relationships.
7. The indirect effects model suggests that 
different characteristics of the family environment 
(i.e. cohesion, expressiveness, organization, control, and 
conflict) impact on children's self-esteem which in turn 
affects their peer relationships.
Method
Subifl.cla
Subjects were drawn from eight 4th and 5th grade 
classrooms of two different primary schools in a 
medium-sized midwestern community. Seventy-seven 
students (42 boys and 35 girls) formed the basis for the 
current project. Project funding and consent for the initial 
data collection were provided by the school superintendent for 
use in a more comprehensive project.
Measures
Four measures-sociometric ratings, teacher ratings of 
student behavior, the Harter self-esteem scale, and the Family 
Environment Scale--were employed in this study.
Sociometric ratings. Sociometric data were compiled 
from peer likability ratings and friendship nominations 
(see Appendix A.) Peer ratings of like/dislike and peer 
nominations for friendship provided a rating of oeneral 
acceptance; best friendship nominations provided a rating of 
best friend formation; and a combination of the number of 
"Don't-like-to-play-withH ratings plus the number of 
friendship nominations provided a social impact score.
Teacher ratings. Teacher ratings of student behavior 
(see Appendix B) were used as a second measure of peer-group 
competence. Both pro-social and anti-social behaviors were 
rated, including 1.) the degree to which children take turns, 
share, and are helpful; 2.) the degree to which they start fights 
and say mean things; 3.) the degree to which they are not mean, 
but are disruptive and act up; and 4.) the degree to which they 
are withdrawn and disengaging.
Self-esteem. The Harter self-esteem scale (see 
Appendix C) was used to measure children's self concept. The 
scale has been based on the premise that self-esteem can vary 
with regard to different aspects of self and it evaluated
children's global self-esteem as well as their sense of 
competence across the following five domains: academic 
competence, social acceptance, athletic competence, physical 
appearance, and behavior/conduct. The scale has good internal 
consistency, test-retest reliability, and convergent and 
predictive validity (Harter, 1983).
Family environment. The Family Environment Scale 
(see Appendix D) was used to assess different aspects of the 
child's home environment along three different dimensions: 
relationships, personal growth, and system maintenance. The 
scale has good internal consistency and test-retest reliability 
and well-supported predictive and construct validity 
(Grotevant & Carlson, 1989). The form used was abbreviated 
to include only the relationship and system maintenance 
dimensions. The variables which characterize these 
dimensions include cohesion, expressiveness, and conflict 
along the family relationship dimension and organization and 
control along the system maintenance dimension. Cohesion 
represents nurturance, or the degree of commitment, help, and 
support family members provide for one another; 
expressiveness represents communication and encouragement 
to act openly and to express feelings directly; conflict 
represents the amount of openly expressed anger, aggression, 
and conflict among family members; organization represents
rigidity, or the importance of clear organization and structure 
in planning family activities and responsibilities; control 
represents the extent to which set rules and procedures are 
used to run family life 
Procedures
In the classrooms, sociometric ratings, teacher ratings, 
and self-esteem data were collected for each child. Of the 
studen'.s who completed this initial screening, 77 were 
randomly selected for further participation in the study. The 
Family Environment Scale (FES) was administered by phone to 
the parents of these 77 subjects.
Results
Family Environment and Sociometric Status
Table 1 displays the correlation coefficients concerning 
the relationship between the measures of family environment 
and peer competence. These analyses indicate that three
Insert Table 1 about here
aspects of the family environment were related to at least one 
measure of peer-group competence. As predicted, family 
expressiveness was correlated with peer ratings of likability.
In contrast, high levels of control in the family 
environment were related with peer ratings of likability.
Children who live with set rules and procedures are generally 
not well-liked by their peers. These same children also 
showed high levels of social impact. This is reasonable given 
that social impact has been shown to be more a function of 
dislikability (ratings of 1 on the likability scale correlated 
with social impact scores: r -  .37. p<001) than of likability 
(ratings of 4 on the likability scale correlated negatively with 
social impact scores: r « -.49, p<.0001).
Family cohesion was the third variable in the family 
environment that was related to children's sociometric status. 
Children from cohesive families were generally accepted by 
their peers and received many friendship nominations. 
Interestingly, these children were not often chosen as best 
friends and were rated as making little social impact. In fact, 
every characteristic of the family environment that correlated 
positively with general peer acceptance was found to correlate 
negatively with best-friend formation and with social impact. 
Family Environment and Self-esteem
As illustrated by Table 2, behavioral self-esteem was
Insert Table 2 about here
the only domain of self-esteem that was related to children's 
family environment. It seems that children from families high
in conflict have more positive concepts of their own behavior 
and conduct than do children from low-conflict families. 
Family Environment and Teacher Behavioral Ratings
As seen in Table 3, children's peer-group behavior was
Insert Table 3 about here
only related to their family environment when that 
environment was high in control. In such cases, children were 
rated by their teachers as very likely to start fights and to say 
mean things.
Self-esteem and Sociometric Status
As evidenced by Table 4, there were no significant
Insert Table 4 about here
relationships between children's self-concept and their 
sociometric standing.
Self-esteem and Teacher Behavioral Ratings
Although self-esteem showed no relationship with 
children's social status, it was related to their actual behavior
in the peer group. Table 5 demonstrates that both global and
Insert Table 5 about here
social self-esteem correlated negatively with disengaging 
behavior. Teachers found children with strong self-concepts 
(as indexed by the measure of global self-esteem) and children 
with high social self-esteem less likely to be shy and 
withdrawn than were children who scored poorly on these 
measures.
Athletic and physical self-esteem were also negatively 
correlated with disengaging behavior. In addition, however, 
these two aspects of self-esteem were positively correlated 
with both types of anti-social behavior and inversely related 
to pro-social behavior, in other words, children with high 
athletic self-esteem and children with high physical 
self-esteem were less likely to be shy and withdrawn.
Instead, they tended to engage in anti-social behaviors such as 
starting fights and saying mean things or being disruptive in 
class and interrupting while they avoided pro-social behaviors 
such as sharing and taking turns.
Unlike athletic and physical self-esteem, behavioral 
self-esteem was correlated negatively with both classes of 
anti-social behavior. Children with high regard for their own
conduct were less likely to engage in either mean or disruptive 
behaviors. They were not, however, significantly more likely 
to engage in pro-social behaviors such as taking turns, nor 
were they more likely to be shy or withdrawn.
Teacher Behavioral Ratings and Sociometric Status
As shown in Table 6, several significant relationships
Insert Table 6 about here
between children's peer-group behavior and their sociometric 
standing were found. Pro-social behavior, for example, was 
found to correlate positively both with likability ratings and 
with best-friend nominations. These relationships indicate 
that children who were good at taking turns, sharing, and being 
helpful were not only liked by their peers, but also tended to 
be involved in close peer-peer relationships.
Neither category of anti-social behavior was related to 
friendship nominations or to best-friend nominations and only 
disruptive behavior was related to low likability ratings. 
Evidently, children perceived by their teachers as being mean 
or disruptive did not suffer a significant loss of friends in 
spite of their poor behavior. Also, only those children who 
often disrupted their class were rated as dislikable by their 
peers.
Interestingly, disengaging behavior was more strongly 
related to peer ratings of dislikability than were either of the 
types of anti-social behavior. Students who were rated as shy 
and withdrawn seemed to be disliked by their classmates. The 
failure to receive any nominations (whether of friendship or of 
best-friendship) was also related to disengaging behavior, 
however, disengaging behavior was not indicative of low social 
impact. While shy children were not generally accepted by 
their peers and were not involved in close peer-relationships, 
they made social impact by being disliked.
Discussion
The pattern of results supports the hypothesis that the 
family environment influences children's peer-peer 
competence. Specifically, family cohesion, family 
expressiveness, and family control are related to children's 
sociometric status. These findings are consistent with past 
work (Baldwin, 1948; Coie & Dodge, 1983; Coie & Kupersmidt, 
1983; Dodge, 1983; Hoffman, 1961; Parke, et al., 1989; Sroufe, 
1979, 1983; Waters, wippman, & Sroufe, 1979) which has 
consistently shown a relationship between family measures 
and the social competence of children in peer settings.
The link between family conflict and children's 
behavioral self-esteem supports the hypothesis that 
characteristics of the family environment influence children's
concepts of self. However, the direction of the relationship is 
inconsistent with prior studies. In this study, family conflict 
and self-esteem were found to correlate positively, whereas 
the results of other studies (Buri, 1988; Buri, Louiselle, 
Misukanis, & Mueller, 1988; Cummings & Cummings, 1988; 
Kawash et al., 1985) indicate that they would be negatively 
related. Moreover, the family conflict and behavioral 
self-esteem relationship is the only significant correlation 
among the large number of possible relationships. This fact 
emphasizes the possibility that the relationship was found by 
chance.
The hypothesis proposing that children's self-concepts 
influence the degree to which they are accepted by their peers 
is not supported by a correlation between self-esteem and 
sociometric ratings. This finding does not support the results 
of prior studies (Chiu, 1987; Coopersmith, 1967; Walker & 
Greene, 1986) which generally support a strong link between 
self-esteem and sociometric status. There is support, 
however, if the relationship between children's self-esteem 
and teachers' assessments of their peer-group behavior is 
considered. This relationship is consistent with work that has 
correlated self-esteem and teacher ratings of children's peer 
competence (Bolvin & Begin, 1989).
The discrepancy between peer ratings of popularity and 
teacher ratings raises questions which should be explored in 
future studies. How do the adult concepts of peer competence 
and popularity differ from those held by children? How can 
children be well-liked by their peers, but thought of as 
poorly-accepted by their teachers? Which concept of 
acceptance-that of the teacher or that of other children-is 
more important to a child's well-being? It may be that 
teachers and children focus on different aspects of children's 
behavior.
In short, the data obtained in the present study give 
further support to the well-documented relationship between 
the social competence of children in familial and in peer 
contexts. However, the data provide only modest support for 
the indirect effects model, which proposes that children's 
cognitive representations of self (as reflected in their level of 
self-esteem) mediate that relationship. Although child 
self-concept is weakly linked to family environment, its link 
to children's peer acceptance seems to be dependent on the 
source of the assessment: If actual sociometric ratings are
used to assess children's acceptance by their peers, peer 
acceptance is not related to child self-concept, however, if 
behavioral ratings made by the teacher are used as a measure
of peer competence, peer acceptance does correlate with child 
self-concept.
One limitation of this research is the fact that the 
question of directionality is left unanswered. Although 
several important relationships were found, the direction of 
influence cannot be unequivocally documented. It has been 
assumed that parents are responsible for the quality of 
relationships tlvit they have with their children and the quality 
of parent-child re.,:- nships. in turn, influences children's 
relationships with their peers. Alternative pathways should 
not be ignored, however. It is possible, for example, that 
children's levels of social competence determine-or at least 
help to determine-the climate of their family environment. It 
can be imagined that children who lack social skills are likely 
to create confict in their families and may require more 
parental control than do children that are socially competent.
It can also be hypothesized that children with high levels of 
social competence are more easily involved in expressive 
ralationships and are more able to elicit and maintain cohesive 
family relations.
A second limitation is the reliance on teacher and child 
reports of their attitudes toward the target children. In future 
studies, the research would be improved by the addition of 
more objective, third-party ratings of peer-peer relationships
and of teacher-student relationships. Second, instead of 
reliance on family perceptions of the family climate, the use 
of direct observations of the family would be helpful. Third, 
administration of the Family Environment Scale to both 
parents rather than just one of the parents would be of 
interest as well, since this may provide a more reliable 
assessment of the family environment. Finally, stronger 
relationships between perceptions of family climate and 
self-esteem and peer competence may emerge if information 
on children's own perceptions rather than adult views of 
family were i isured.
Future research searching for links between the social 
competence of children in familial and peer settings could 
usefully expand the range of cognitive representations that are 
used. Other sets of generalized information that may influence 
how children think and behave in the peer setting include their 
values, their goals, the strategies they use to achieve their 
goals, and the expectations they hold regarding the 
consequences of their actions.
In conclusion, it is clear that many questions remain to 
be addressed before the mediating processes that account for 
the family-peer linkage are well understood.
References
Amble, B. R. (1967). Teacher evaluations of student behavior 
and school dropouts. Journal of Educational Research,
£flL. 53-58.
Arend, R , Gove, R., & Sroufe, L. A. (1979). Continuity
individual adaption from infancy to kindergarten: A
predictive study of ego-resiliency and curiosity in 
preschoolers. Guild Development. 5£, 950-959.
Asher, S. R., Renshaw, P. D., & Hymel, S. (1982). Peer relations 
and the development of social skills. In S. G. Moore & C. 
R. Cooper (Eds ), The Young Child (Vol. 3) Washington. 
D C : National Association for the Education of Young 
Children.
Baldwin, A. L. (1948). Socialization and the parent- child 
relationship. Child Development. 19, 127-136.
Barclay, J. R. (1966). Sociometric choices and teacher ratings 
as predicto'S of school dropout. Journal of Social 
Psychology. 4. 40-45.
Baumrind, D. (1973). The development of instrumental
competence through socialization. In A. D. Pick (Ed ), 
Minnesota Symposium Child Psychology (Vol. 17). 
Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press.
Berg, M., & Medrich, E. A. (1980). Children in four
neighborhoods: The physical environment and its effects 
on play and play patterns. Environment and Behavior. 12. 
320-348.
Boivin, M. & Begin, G. (1989). Peer status and self-perception 
among early elementary school children: The case of the 
rejected children. Child Development. 60. 591-596.
Bowman, D.H., & Matthews, C.V. (1960). Motivations of youth 
for leaving school (Project No. 200). Washington, D.C.:
U.S. Office of Educational Cooperative Research Program
Bretherton, I. (1984). Representing the social world in
symbolic play: Reality and fantasy. In I. Bretherton (Ed ), 
Symbolic olav: the development of social understanding 
(pp. 3-41). New York: Academic Press.
Bretherton, I., Fritz, J., Zahn-Waxler, C., & Ridgeway, D. (1986). 
Learning to talk about emotion: A functionalist 
perspective. Child Development. 57. 529-548.
Bretherton, i., Ridgeway, D., & Cassidy, J. (1987). The role of 
internal working models in the attachment relationship: 
Can it be studied in three-year-olds? In M. Greenberg, D. 
Cicchetti, & E. M. Cummings (Eds.), Attachment During the 
Pre-school Years: Theory. Research, and Intervention 
(pp. 1-34). Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Buck. R. (1975). Nonverbal communication of affect in 
children. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology. 31. 644-653.
Buck, R. (1977). Nonverbal communication of affect in
pre-school children: Relationships with personality and
skin conductance. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology. 25. 225-236
Buri, J.R. (1988). The nature of humankind, authoritarianism 
and self-esteem. Journal of Psychology and Christianity 
I ,  32-38.
Buri, J.R. (1989). Self-esteem and the appraisals of parental 
behavior. Journal of Adolescent Research, i .  33-49
Buri, J.R., Louiselle, P.A., Misukanis, T.M., & Mueller, R A 
(1988). Effects of parental authoritarianism and 
authoritativeness on self-esteem. Personality and 
Psychology Bulletin. 14. 271-282.
Carson. J., Burks. V., & Parke, R. D. (1987). Emotional encoding 
and decoding skills of parents and children of varying 
sncinmetric status. Unpublished manuscript, University 
of Illinois
Chiu, L. (1987). Sociometric status and self-esteem of
American and Chinese school children. Journal of 
Psychology. 121. 547-552.
Coie, J. D., & Dodge, K. A. (1983). Continuity of children's 
social status: A five year longitudinal study.
Merrill-Palmer Quarterly. 29. 261-282.
Conger, J. J., & Miller, W. C. (1966). Personality, social class. 
and delinouencv. New York: Wiley.
Cowen, E. L., Pederson, A., Babijian, H., Izzo, L. D., & Trost, M A 
(1973). Long-term follow-up of early detected 
vulnerable children. Journal of Consulting and Clinical 
Psychology. 41. 438-446.
Cummings, E. M., £ Cummings, J. L. (1988). A process-oriented 
approach to children’s coping with adults' angry behavior 
Developmental Review, fl, 296-321.
Dodge, K. A. (1986). Asocial information processing model of 
social competence in children. In M. Perlmutter (Ed ), 
Minnesota symposium on child psychology. Vol. 18 
(pp. 77-125). Hillsdale, NJ: ErL urn.
Easterbrooks, M. A., & Lamb, M. E. (1979). The relationship 
between quality of infant-mother attachment and 
infant competence in initial encounters with peers.
Child Development. 5£, 380- 387.
Edwards, R., Manstead, A. S. R., & Mac Donald, C. J. (1984).
The relationship between children's sociometric status 
and ability to recognize facial expressions of emotion. 
European Journal of Social Psychology 14. 235-238.
3 8
Fagot, B. I. (1977). Consequences of moderate cross-gender 
behavior in preschool children. Child Development. i& . 
902-907.
Field, T. M., & Walden, T. A. (1982). Production and
discrimination of facial expressions by preschool 
children. Child Development. 53. 1299-1311.
Flemming, D., & Ricks, D. F. (1970). Emotions of children 
before schizophrenia and before character disorder 
In M. Roff & D. F. Ricks (Eds ), Life history rosearch in 
psychopathology (Vol. 1, pp. 240-264). Minneapolis: 
University of Minnesota Press.
Frazee, H. E. (1953). Children who later became schizophrenic.
Smith College Studies in Social Work, 23. 125-149. 
Gronlund, N. E., & Holmund, W. S. (1958). The value of 
elementary school sociometric status scores for 
predicting pupils' adjustment in hign school. Educational 
Administration and Supervision. 41. 225- 260.
Hartup, W. W. (1978). Children and their friends. In H. McGurk
(Ed.), issues in childhood social development
(pp. 130-170). London: Methuen.
Hartup, W. W. (1983). Peer relations. In E. M. Hetherington 
(Ed.), Handbook of Child Psychology (Vol. 4):
Socialization, personality, and social development 
(pp.103-198). New York: Wiley.
Hoffman, L. W. (1961). The father's role in the family and the 
child's peer-group adjustment. Merrill-Palmer 
Quarterly. I ,  97-105.
Izard, C. E. (1978). Emotions as motivations: An
evolutionary-developmental perspective. In R. A. 
Dienstbier (Eds.), Nebraska Symposium Motivation 
(pp.163-200). Lincoln, NB: University of Nebraska 
Press.
Janes, C. L., Hesselbrock, V. M., Myers, D. G., & Penniman, J. H. 
(1979). Problem boys in young adulthood' Teachers' 
ratings and twelve-year follow-up. Journal of Youth and
Adolescence, a. 453-472.
John, R. S., Mednick, S. A., & Schulsinger, F. (1982). Teacher 
reports as a predictor of schizophrenia and borderline 
schizophrenia: A Bayesian decision analysis. Journal of 
Abnormal Psychology, fi, 399- 413.
Johnson, D. W. (1980). Group processes: Influences of
student-student interaction on school outcomes. In J. H. 
McMillan (Ed.), Social Psychology of school learning 
(pp. 123-168). New York: Academic Press.
Kawash, G.F., Kerr, E.N., & Clewes, J.L. (1985). Self-esteem in 
children as a function of perceived parental behavior. 
Journal of Psychology. 119. 235-242.
Kobak, R. R.. & Sceery, A. (1988). Attachment in late
adolescence: Working models, affect regulation, and 
perceptions of self and others. Child Development. 5 9 . 
135-146.
Kuhlen, R., & Collister, t .  G. (1952). Sociometric status of 
sixth-and-ninth-graders who fail to finish high school. 
Educational and Psychological Measurement. 12. 
632-637.
Kupersmidt, J. B. (1983). Predicting delinquency and academic 
problems from childhood peer status. In J. D. Coie 
(chair). Strategies for identifying children at social
lisL__Longitudinal correlates and consequences.
Symposium conducted at the biennial meeting of the 
Society for Research m Child Development, Detroit, Ml
Lamb, M. E. (1977). Father-infant and mother-infant
interaction in the first year of life. Child Development. 
12, 167-181.
Lambert, N. A. (1972). Intellectual and nonintellectual
prediction of high school status. Journal of Scholastic 
Psvchuloqv. 6. 247-259.
Mac Donald, K., & Parke, R. D. (1984). Bridging the gap: 
parent-child interaction and peer interactive 
competence. Child Development. 55. 1265-1277.
Main, M., Kaplan, N.. & Cassidy, J. (1985). Security in infancy, 
childhood, and adulthood: A move to the level of 
representation. In I. Bretherton, & E. Waters (Eds ), 
Growing points in attachment. Monographs of the 
Society for Research in Child Development. (Serial No. 
209, 66-106).
Main, M., & Weston, D. R. (1981). The quality of the toddler's 
relationship to mother and to father: Related to conflict
behavior and the readiness to establish new 
relationships. Child Development. 52. 932-940.
Mead, G. H. (1934). Mind, seif, and society. Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press.
Nelson, K., and Gruendel, J. (1981). Generalized event 
representations: Basic building blocks of cognitive
development. In M. E. Lamb and A. Brown (Eds ), Advances 
in developmental psychology (vol. 1, pp. 131-158). 
Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
Parke, R. D. (1978). Children's home environments: Social and 
cognitive effects. In I. Altman & J. R. Wohlwill (Eds ). 
Children and the environment. New York: Plenum.
Parke, R. D., & Bhavnagri, N. P. (1989). Parents as managers cf 
children's peer relationships. In D. Belle (Ed.), Children's 
social networks and social supports. New York: Wiley.
4Parke, R. D., MacDonald, K. D„ Beital, A., & Bhavnagri, N. (1987). 
The role of the family in the development of peer 
relationships. In R. De V. Peters & R. J. McMahon (Eds ), 
Social learning and systems approaches to marriage and 
the family (pp. 17-44). New York: Bruner-Mazel.
Parker, J. G., & Asher, S. R. (1987). Peer relations and later
personal adjustment: Are low-accepted children at risk?
Psychological Bulletin U2£, 357- 388.
Pastor, D. L. (1981). The quality of mother-infant attachment 
and its relationship to toddler’s initial sociability with 
peers. Developmental Psychology. 17. 323-335.
Pettit, G. S., Dodge, K. A., Brown, M. M. (in press). Social
competence and family experience. Child Development.
Piaget, J. (1932). The moral judgement of the child. New York 
Free Press of Glencoe.
Power, T. G., & Parke, R. D. (1982). Play as a context for early 
learning: Lab and home analysis. In I. E. Sigel & I. M.
Laosa (Eds.), The family as a learning environment 
(pp. 223-241). New York: Plenium Press.
Putallaz, M. (1987). Maternal behavior and children's
sociometric status. Child Development. 332-340.
r i
Putallaz, M.. & Gottman, J. M. (1981). Social skills and group 
acceptance. In S. R. Asher & J. M. Gottman (Eds.), The 
development of children's friendships (pp.116-149). New 
York: Cambridge University Press.
Putallaz, M., & Gottman, J. M. (1983). Social relationship 
problems in children: An approach to intervention.
In B. B. Lahey & A. E. Kazdin (Eds ), Advances in clinical 
child psychology (vol. 6, pp. 1-39) New York: Plenium 
Press.
Ricks, D. F., & Berry, J. C. (1970). Family and symptom patterns 
that precede schizornrenia. In M. Roff & D. F. Ricks (Eds). 
Life history research in psychopathology (vol. 1. 
pp. 31-39). Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press
Robins, L.N. (1966). Deviant children grown up. Baltimore, MD 
Williams & Wilkins.
Roff, J.D., & Wirt, D. (1984). Childhood aggression and social 
adjustment as antecedents of delinquency. Journal of 
Abnormal Child Psychology. 12. 111-126.
Roff, M. (1957). Preservice personality problems and 
subsequent adjustments to military service: The
prediction of osvchoneurotic reactions (U S. Air Force 
School of Aviation Medical Report, No. 57-136).
Colorado Springs, CO: U.S. Air Force School of Aviation.
Roff, M. (1960). Relations between certain preservice factors 
and psychoneurosis during military duty. Armed Forces 
Medical Journal. 11 152-160.
Roff, M. (1961). Childhood ocial interactions and young adult 
bad conduct. Journal of Abnormal Social Psvcholonv. £2. 
333-337.
Roff, M. (1963). Childhood social interactions and young adult 
psychosis. Journal of Clinical Psychology. 19. 152-157.
Roff, M. (1975). Juvenile delinquency in girls: A study of a 
recent sample. In R.D. Wirt, G. Winokur, & M Roff (Eds ), 
Life history research in psychopathology (vol. 4. 
pp. 135-151). Minneapolis: University of Minnesota 
Press.
Rolf, J.E., Knight, R., & Wertheim, E. (1976). Disturbed
preschizophrenics: Childhood symptoms in relation to
adult outcomes. Journal of Nervous and Mental Disease. 
1£2, 274-279.
Rubin, Z., & Sloman, J. (1984). How parents influence their
children's friendships. In M. Lewis (Ed ), Beyond the dyad 
New York: Plenum.
Roopnarine, J.L., & Honig, A.S. (1985). The Unpopular Child. 
Young Children 42, 59-64.
4 5
Shatz, C.U. (1983). Social cognition. In J.H. Flavell & E.M. 
Markman (Eds.), Handbook of child psychology (Vol. 3): 
Cognitive development (pp. 495-555). New York: Wiley.
Streitmatter, J. & Jones, R.M. (1982). Perceived parent and 
teacher socialization styles on self-esteem in early 
adolescence. Journal of Early Adolescence. 2. 151-161.
Sroufe, L.A. (1979). Socioemotional development in infancy.
In J. Osofsky (Ed ), Handbook of infant development 
(pp. 462-515).
Sroufe, L.A. (1983). Infant-caregiver attachment and patterns 
of adaptation in pre school: The roots of maladaption 
and competence. In M. Perlmutter (Ed.), Minnesota 
Symposium on Child Psychology (Vol. 16, pp. 41-81). 
Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
Sroufe, L.A., Schork, E., Frosso, M., Lawroski, N., &
LaFreniere, P. (1984). The role of affect in social 
competence. In C. Izard, J. Kagan, & R. Zajonc (Eds.), 
Emotions, cognitions and behavior (pp. 289- 319). New 
York: Cambridge University Press.
Sullivan, H.S. (1953). The interpersonal theory of psychiatry. 
New York: Norton.
Ullmann, C.A. (1957). Teachers, peers, and tests as predictions 
of adjustment. Journal of Educational Psychology. 48, 
257-267.
Walker, L.S. & Greene, J.W. (1986). The social context of 
adolescent self-esteem. Journal of Youth and 
Adolescence. 15. 315-322.
Warnken, R.G., & Siess, T.F. (1965). The use of the cumulative 
record in the prediction of behavior. Personnel and 
Guidance Journal. 31. 231-237.
Waters, E., Wippman, J., & Sroufe, L A. (1979). Attachment, 
positive affect, and competence in the peer group: Two 
studies of construct validation. Child Development. 
821-829
Winder, C.L., & Rau, L. (1962). Parental attitudes associated 
with social deviance in preadolescent boys. Journal of 
Abnormal and Social Psyrholoav. 64, 418-424.
4  (»
Table 1
Cflrfeiat»Qn§_ Between FES Scores and Sociometric Status
FES variates
Sociometric status Cohesion Expressiveness Conflict Organization Control
Peer ratings
2 .01 -2 4 " 02 07 05
4 .18 17 05 04 2 9 * * *
Peer nominations
Friend 2 6 " .08 - 05 05 -.14
Best friend - 20* -.01 .07 -.14 14
Not nominated -.11 .01 .11 - 03 .01
Social impact - 2 3 * * - 02 .04 -04 26**
Note. The frequencies of peer ratings 2 and 4 on the Sociometric Assessment Scale (see Appendix A) were used
*p< 10 **p< 05 "*p <  01. ****p< 001
Table 2
C o r r e la t i o n s  B s t w a g n f r £ § S c a M S , , , ? ^  S e l f - e s t e e m
FES variables
Self-esteem Cohesion Expressiveness Conflict Organization Control
Academic 03 .17 08 .05 .14
Social 09 -.10 .12 - 04 - 05
Athletic 09 -.06 .15 - 20 .14
Physical 05 .02 - 04 08 13
Behavioral - 01 .12 25** .11 - 17
Global 01 .09 13 03 - 07
•p< 1 0  **p< 0 5  * **p < 0 1 . -----p< 001
DC
Table 3
Correlations Between Teacher Behavioral Ratings and FES Scores
Behavioral Ratings
FES variables
Cohesion E xpressiveness Conflict Organization Control
Takes turns .13 03 -.11 -.13 -.16
Fights .03 -.05 .16 -.07 .24**
Disrupts 03 .07 15 - 02 .13
Withdraws 05 04 - 03 06 08
*p<. 10. **p<05. — p<01. • * '“p<001
Tabfe 4
Correlations Between Self esteem and Sociometric Status
Seif-esteem
Sociometric status Academic Social Athletic Physical Behavioral Global
Peer ratings
2 -.09 -.16 -02 - 09 -04 - 02
4 .17 .15 10 02 .06
Peer nominations
Friend -.06 .09 -.07 .07 - 10 - 07
Best friend -.04 16 11 .06 04 03
Not nominated .01 .06 -.05 -21 08 - 04
Social impact -.06 15 .08 .14 .02 11
Note. The frequencies of peer ratings 2 and 4 on the Sociometric Assessment Scafe (see Appendix A) were used *-*
"p<.10. "p<.05 "•pc .01 . ""••pc.001
Table 5
Correlations Between Teacher Behavioral Ratings and Sell-esteem
Self-esteem
Behavioral Ratings
Takes turns Fights Disrupts Withdraws
Academic 08 .07 -.02 - 04
Social -08 .11 11 W 00 • • i
Athletic -.14 .34*** 28" - 22*
Physical -22* .32** 33" 2 7 "
Behavioral .16 -.27" - 2 6 " 11
Global .05 05 .07 22*
*p<10. "p«c.05. “**p<.01. -----pc.001
Table 6
Correlations Between Teacher Behavioral Ratines and Sociometnc Status
Behavioral Ratings
Sociometric status Takes turns Fights Disrupts Withdraws
Peer ratings
1 - 28** .12 .2 4 - 38—
5 .16 01 08 .2 4 -
Peer nominations
Friend 19 -.14 - 19 -.19
Best friend .25** -.10 .14 - 10
Not nominated - 20* .04 .14 3 3 -
Social impact -.19 .19 23* .09
*p<.1 0 . **p < 0 5 . “**p<.0 1 . **“*p< 001
r o
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Appendix A
Sociometric Assessment Scale
Summary of Instructions to Students for 
Sociometric Assessment
Each student was provided with a series of roster, with 
all of his/her classmates listed in alphabetical order. On one 
roster, each name was accompanied by a rating scale and the 
students were asked to rate each class member in terms of 
"How much [they] like to play with this person at school." The 
following four rosters were simply lists of the students' 
names with no accompanying scales. On the first, students 
were asked to circle the names of all of their friends. On the 
second, they were asked to circle the names of their three best 
friends and to put a "1" next to the name of their very best 
friend. On the third, they were asked to circle the name of any 
kids who "start fights or say mean things." Finally, on the last 
page, they were asked to circle the name of any kids who "are 
not mean but who act up, interrupt, and disrupt the class."
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For the rating seal** measure, they fill be in the ..following fcrffl;
do not like 
to play with 
this parson
James Brown 1
Billy Joel 1
Elvis Presley 1
Ricky Lee Jones 1
Bob Smith 1
Frank Henry 1
etc. 1
1
1
1
neither like like to
nor dislike play with
playing with this person
this person
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
The next four rosters that each child will receive will be in the 
following form:
James Brown 
Billy Joel 
Elvis Presley 
Ricky Lee Jones 
Bob Smith 
Frank Henry
etc.
Appendix B
T e a c h e r  R a tin g  S c a le
Dear Teacher,
We are interested in knowing a little more about the children 
who are participating in our study and we would like to have your 
input concerning some characteristics of each of the children. For 
each of the traits described, please indicate how characteristic it is 
of each child by circling *1" to indicate that it is very 
uncharacteristic and "5* to indicate that it is very characteristic.
1) There are some kids who are good at taking turns, sharing, and 
being helpful. How much is this characteristic of each child?
2) There are some kids who start fights and say mean things. How 
much is this characteristic of each child?
3) There are some kids who are not mean, but they act up, interrupt, 
and disrupt. How much is this characteristic of each child?
4) There are some kids who are shy; they may work alone and or play 
alone and they may seem to be afraid to be around other kids.
How much is this characteristic of each child?
5) There are some kids who are well liked by his/her classmates. 
How much is this characteristic of each child?
6) There are some kids who are not well liked by his/her classmates. 
How much is this characteristic of each child?
5 X
Child's Narre
Sex Pace Leam'.r.a Disabled
M'F W 3 A O Y'N
M'F W B A Q ___ Y'N
M'F W B  AO YNI
M’F W B AO YM
M'F W B A Q Y'N
M'F WB AO .... YM
________________________________ M/F W B A Q Y'N
M'F W B A Q YN
M/F W B  AO Y'N
M/F W B A 0 Y/N
M/F W B  AO _ Y'M
M/F W B  AO . Y ’N
M'F W B A Q Y/N
M/F W B A O ... Y/N
M'F W B A G Y/N
M'F W B A Q . Y/N
M'F W B A Q Y/N
M/F W BA a Y/N
M/F W B A 0  ... Y/N
M'F W B A 0 Y/N______
M/F . W B A 0 Y/N
M/F W B A Q Y/N______
M/F _ W B A 0 _ Y/N______
M/F W B A 0 Y/N______
M/F W B A Q Y/N______
M/F. W B A 0 Y/N
M/F . W B A Q Y'N______
M £ ____W B A . Q _____ m .
M/F W B A Q
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THERE ARE SOME KIDS WHO ARE GOOD AT TAKING TURNS, SHARING AND
BEING HELPFUL HOW MUCH IS THIS CHARACTERS OP EACH CHILD?
PLEASE CIRCLE THE APPROPRIATE NUMBER FOR 
EACH CHILD TO INDICATE HOW MUCH THIS IS CHACTERIST1C
6 0
PLEASE CIRCLE THE APPROPRIATE NUMBER FOR 
EACH CHILD TO INDICATE HOW MUCH THIS IS CHACTERlSTIC
THERE ARE SOME KIDS WHO START FIOHTS AND SAY MEAN
THINGS. HOW MUCH IS THIS CHARACTERTIC OF EACH CHILD?
THERE ARE SOME KIDS WHO ARE NOT MEAN,
BUT THEY ACT UP, INTERRUPT, AND DISRUPT.
HOW  MUCH IS THIS CHARACTERISTIC OF EACH CHILD?
PLEASE CIRCLE THE APPROPRIATE NUMBER FOR 
EACH CHILD TO INDICATE HOW MUCH THIS IS CHACTERISTIC
CHILD'S NAME i f
|
fej gegv S
Is
g
e
i !
1 2 9 4 s
1 2 9 4 s
1 2 9 4 i
1 2 9 4 s
1 2 9 4 a
1 2 9 4 a
1 2 9 4 a
1 2 9 4 a
i 2 9 4 a
1 2 9 4 a
1 2 9 4 a
1 2 9 4 a
1 2 9 4 a
1 2 9 4 a
1 2 9 4 a
1 2 9 4 a
1 2 9 4 a
1 2 9 4 a
1 2 9 4 a
1 2 9 4 a
2 3 4 5
1 2 ...s ................. 4 a
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T H ER E ARE SOME KIDS WHO A R E W ELL LIKED BY THEIR CLASSM ATES.
HOW MUCH IS THIS CHARACTERTIC O F  EA C H  CHILD?
PLEASE CIRCLE THE APPROPRIATE NUMBER FOR 
EACH CHILD TO INDICATE HOW MUCH THIS IS CHACTERISTIC
CHILD'S NAME
*
§ 1
B
8
|
( |
I  §
| y
l
i f
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 i 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 S
1 2 3 4 5
i 2 3 4 8
1 2 3 4 8
1 2 3 4 8
1 2 3 4 8
1 2 3 4 8
1 2 3 4 8
1 2 3 4 8
1 2 3 4 8
1 2 3 4 8
1 2 3 4 8
1 2 3 4 8
1 2 3 4 8
1 2 3 4 8
1 2 3 4 8
1 2 3 4 8
i 9 ” 5 4 5
1 i 3 4 5
t h e r e  a r e  s o m e  k id s  w h o  a r e  n o t  w e l l  u k e d  b y  t h e i r  c l a s s m a t e s .
HOW MUCH IS THIS C H AR AC TER TIC  O F  EA C H  CHILD?
PLEASE CIRCLE THE APPROPRIATE NUMBER FOR 
EACH CHILD TO INDICATE HOW MUCH THIS IS CHACTERtSTlC
CHILD'S NAM E
U
i
W
i l
u
g
jj
1 *
| |
i !
| u
gfew
i f
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 S
i T ------------- 4 4
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 8
1 2 3 4 S
1 2 3 4 8
i 2 3 4 8
1 2 3 4 8
1 2 3 4 8
1 2 3 4 8
i 2 3 4 8
1 i 3 4 8
1 2 3 4r 1 2 3 4 8
1 2 3 4 8
1 2 3 4 8
i 2 3 4 8
1 2 3 4 8
r 3 4 8
i 3 4 i
64
THERE ARE SOME KIDS WHO ARE SHY; THEY MAY WORK ALONE OR PLAY 
ALONE AND THEY MAY SEEM TO BE AFRAID TO BE AROUND OTHER KIDS. 
HOW MUCH IS THIS CHARACTERTIC OF EACH CHILD?
PLEASE CIRCLE THE APPROPRIATE NUMBER FOR 
EACH CHILD TO INDICATE HOW MUCH THIS IS CHACTERIST1C
CHILD'S NAME
l
i l
g
|
| |
t |
a
1|
U
g
i f
1 a 2 4 s
1 2 2 4 5
1 ------------- 3 4 8
1 2 2 4 S
1 2 2 4 8
i 2 2 4 8
1 2 2 4 8
1 2 2 4 8
1 2 2 4 8
1 2 2 4 8
1 2 2 4 8
1 2 2 4 8
1 2 2 4 8
1 2 2 4 2
1 2 2 4 8
1 2 2 4 8
1 2 2 4 8
i 2 2 4 8
1 2 3 4 8
1 2 2 4 8
2 3 4 8
1 2 2 4 8
Appendix C
Harter Self-esteem Scale
What I Am Like
I A M M  IK N T tN C I
Seedy U «  • (
T rue Tru t
for me for me
Son of Seedy
True Truf 
for mo lor mo
□ Somo k id ! would rather p ily  outdoor! m the*r OOtro timo
Other k id ! would rtthor 
OUT watch T V. □  □
□ Somo kid! fool that tnty •ro vary pood at thoir aehooi worn
Othpr kid! worry about 
OUT whothor thoy tan dd tha 
school woft aaoiflhod to 
thorn.
□ □ Soma k id t find it hard to m a*a  fnanca OUT O thar k id ! hnd it's pratty oaay to mono tnond i. □ □
□ Som o k id ! do vary woH at an k in d ! of o p e n ! SUT O thar k id ! don 't faai that thay ara *ary  fo o d  whan it eomaa to spona. □ □
□ □ Som a k id ! ara happy w ith  tha way thay took s u t O thar kida ora not haaaywith tha way thay took. □
□ □ Som # k id ! Ottan 00 oofhka tha way thay aah iv# SUT Othar k id l u tuaily  " * t  tha way th ty  00* 0*0 □ □
□ □ Som a k id ! ara oftah  unhappy w ith tnomaa vaa •U T Othar kids a r t  pretty p / t n # d  with thpm saivt!. □ □
□ □ Somo kioa foot iika thay ara ru ff a f  im a rr ao aa othar k id ! thoir ago SUT Othar kida oron t aa sura and w a*d #r if thay ara as smart. □ mm—mm k— mm
n □ Somo k id ! nave n o t  of fn o ftc i SUT Othar kids don't n*ve  very many fnondS. □ □
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Paaity  
Trva 
fa r  me
i a n  t t
Trva  
( t r  ma
i m  at
Tru«
P aaiii
for ma
* npo
far m i
1 □ □ •o m a  k id * wish they could pa wet Patter ftt •p o r t* OUT Othar k id * taai thay a rt  good anougn at sports. □ □
10. □ □ to m #  k id * a *  happy w ith  their height and w eight •U T O thar kids wiah thair haight or watght w art d/Waran f. □ □
11. □ □ •e m e  k id * uaualiy do the rfpnr thing • i r r O thar kids aftan a o n ’f do  tha right thing. □ □
12. □ □ t o m *  k id * d o n l like the  way they art loading their Ufa OUT O thar k id * da ilka the way thay a r t  leading thair Ufa. □ □
13. □ □ •o m a  k id * a rt pretty a r e *  in finishing thair echooi work OUT Othor kida can do thair achoot work goJstfy. n o
14. □ □ Som a k id * would ilka to have aiat n<ora W and* OUT O thar kids hove aa manyfttanda aa thay want. □ □
11 o □ Soma k id * th iflirthey  could do wan at luat aoowt th y  now apart*
activity they haven't 
triad d e fe r*
•U T
O ther kids arc afraid 
thay m ight oaf do wan at 
so o n * thay haven't ovar 
triad.
□
10. □ □ io m a  k id * w i*h  thair Oed? waa diffaranf OUT O ther kida d * t  thair oody tha way it la. □ □
17 □ □ Som a k id * usually acr tha  way thay enow thay ora lu p p o ia d  to •U T O ther kids often don'f act the way they arc •u p p e s td  to. n1_i
11. □ □ Som a k id * arc n ip p y  w ith  tham aaiva* a *  a pernor* OUT O ther kids arc aftan nor happy w ith  them selves. □ □
10. □ □ io m a  k id * chan 7e#f#f w hat thay iaam •U T O thar kida can fom am oar things Pit»fy □ □
20. □ □ io m a  k id * arc alwaysdoing th ing* with * /o f  of kids • I T ' O ther kids usually da things py rn tm ia /v a i. □ □
I
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•n e lly
True
S M I I I
• # *  f f
True 
tor mo
Sort of
True 
tor m e
•e t i iy
tru e  
tor ma
a i . □ □
t o * *  kid* fool that may  
* t  i o  tt$ r  m an other*  
their to o  at agorta
O tnaf kioa don't foot 
•U T  m ay can giay aa wan. □ □
a t □ □
S o m * kid* wtah their 
ghyaieai sogeannoo (how  
they look) m u  dffferenf
O ther klda f it#  m oif 
gITT gnyaical aoooaranca the
way it id. □ □
a t □ □ Som a kid* uauaiiy gat in freud/e oooauao of tm nga may so
O thar klda uauaMy deny  
B irr  do th in g* that gat m am  
In trouOto. □ □
u □ □ Som a kid* tf*a  tna kind of g e a e n  they aro O m ar k id * oftan wiah  a  ITT they word aomoono oiao. □ □
ts . □ □
Som a kid* do aery wo it  
at their c iaaaw ort
O m ar klda don ’t do 
SUT vary woti at rnoir 
e ta a s v o ft. □ □
n □ □ Som a kiaa wish that m ore googio tna if agoliked tnom
O thar klda fool that moat 
•U T  googio rnoir ago do Mfca
inv>*v □ □
p . □ □ In  gamoa and agorts aom a kids usually w o ffh  inataad of glay
O thar kids uauaify $ H t  
IU T  r tm o f m an fua* vo tan . □ □
as.
as.
□ □
□
Som a kids wian  
som ething asowt tfia ir 
toaa or nair looked  
d/W ertnf
Som a aids do th in g *  
tnoy know m ay  
a f t o v w r  do
O tnor klda d ta  rnoir food 
• U T  and hair the  way they 
aro.
O m ar kids nsrdfy over 
•U T  do th ing* may knew  
they aho u id n t do.
□
 □
□
□
so. □ □ •o m o  k id* aro aery m $ t  sam g m o way  m ay aro
O tnor klda wish may  
•U T  w ore df/toroni. □ □
S i. □ □ io m o  klda have f f t o i tofiguring out m o a n a w o ri in  aanool
O thar klda aim oat 
• U T  dfw oyf can flggra out 
tn a  anaworn. □ □
aa. Q □ Som a klda a r t  gogufdfw ith  otnara m oif ago
O ther klda aro nor vary 
•U T  goguiar. □ □
a
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Soolty
Tmo
fOMHO
S o * of
Tmo 
lor mo
Son of
Tmo 
tor mo
S tilly
tm o  
tor mo
S3. □ □ Soma kids oon'f #o won • t  no« o u td o * gamaa •irr ©thor kido a rt food  at now gomot right away. □ □
94. □ □ Soma kids mink mat thay oro good looking •U T Othar kids think that thay aro not vary good looking. □ □
91. □ □ Somo kido Oohovo thamaaivas vary won •U T Othar kids ofton find it hard to oohovo 
thomsaivos.
□ □
31 □ □ Somo kido a n  not *ory happy with tho way thoy •U T Othor kids think tho way thoy do things is hot. o □
tie slot of things
Susan Mortar, Sh.D.. Unitarsity Of Dantar, 1MS
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Appendix D
Family Environment Scale
F i n a l l y ,  w# hav# to m t q u o a t io n *  A bo ut yo u r f a m i ly .  wo 
w o u ld  1 1 *9  to  bo o b lo  to  C h o r o e to r i to  w hat d k f f o r o n t  f a m i l i o a  o ro  
l i k e .  Wo th in k  t h a t  th #  way f a m i l i # a  v i# w  th # m * # lv # t  way a f f # c t  
th o  m y  th o y  v i# w  th #  ch ang ## g o in g  on in  th #  d i o t r i c t .  F o r th # « #  
q u e s t io n * *  1 w i l l  r# o d  #  * t a t # m o n t .  ond you t o l l  wo w h # th »r i t  io  
t r u #  o r  f o lo #  o b o u t yo u r f a m i l y .
1 . F a m ily  w ooboro r o a l l y  h o lp  ond s u p p o r t  on# a n o th e r .
V. Family Environment
th # m * # lv # a .
3 *  W# fight Alot in our family.
A c t i v i t i e s  in  our f a m i ly  or# 
p i# n n # d «
T F
T F t .
T F a .
1 F 9 .
T F 10
T F 11
T F i t
r r 13
T F 19
T F t o
T F t l
T F f t
r F S3
T F t f
T F 30 .
1 F 31 .
t F 33
T F 3 9 ,
T F 90
u p d o t t in g  oomobody#
F a m ily  st#mb#ro soma 
t h i n g * .
I t * o  # f t # n  h a rd  t #  4 
in  # u r  h o u s e h o ld *
T h # r#  i t  on# f a m i ly  
'd e c is io n * .
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